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APRIL 7, 1956.—Filed under the authority of the Senate of Marcu 29 (legislative 
dav, MARCH 26), 1956, and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Geonce, from the Select Committee, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[Pursuant to S. Res. 205, as extended by S. Res. 218 and S. Res. 227 


There follows the report of the Select Committee which the Senate 
established by Senate Resolution 205. Specifically, tke Select Com- 
mittee was given the task of investigating the charge made by the 
junior Senator from South Dakota, Mr. Case, which was in essence 
that there had been an attempt to influence his vote on the Harris- 
Fulbright bill, S. 1853, the so-called natural gas bill. 


lias S. RES. 205 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 


FEBRUARY 6 (legislative day, JANUARY 16), 1956 


Mr. Jonnson of Texas (for himself and Mr. Knowland) 
submitted the following resolution; which was ordered to 
lie over under the rule 


FEBRUARY 7, 1956.— Considered and agreed to 
RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That there is hereby established a Select Com- 
mittee to investigate the circumstances involving an alleged 
improper attempt through political contributions to influence 
the vote of the junior Senator from South Dakota, Mr. Case, 
in connection with the Senate’s consideration of the bill 
S. 1853, the natural gas bill. 

Sec. 2. The Vice President shall appoint two members 
from the majoritv and two members from the minoritv 
Members of the Senate who shall constitute the Select Com- 
mittee. A chairman shall be selected from among the mem- 
bers appointed upon their first meeting to be called by the 
Vice President. : 
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Sec. 3.7. The Select Committee is hereby authorized and 
directed to conduct an immediate investigation of these 
circumstances and report its findings and recommendations 
to the Senate at the earliest possible date, in no event later 
than March 1, 1956, and upon the filing of its report, the 
Select Committee shall cease to exist. 

Sec. 4. For the purpose of this resolution the Select 
Committee is authorized (1) to make such expenditures 
from the contingent fund of the Senate; (2) hold such hear- 
ings; (3) sit and act at such times and places during the 
sessions, recesses, and adjournment periods of the Senate: 
(4) require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnésses and production of such correspondence, books, 
papers, and documents; (5) administer such oaths; (6) take 
such testimony either orally or by deposition ; and (7) em- 
ploy on a temporary basis such technical, clerical, and other 
assistants and consultants as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 5. The expenditures authorized by this resolution 
shall not exceed $10,000. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE 
ITS SCOPE AND AUTHORITY 


On February 7, 1956, the Vice President appointed the following 
Members of the Senate to the Select Committee in accordance with the 
resolution: Walter F. George, senior Senator from Georgia; Carl 
Hayden, senior Senator from Arizona; Styles Bridges, senior Senator 
from New Hampshire; and Edward J. Thye, senior Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The Select Committee met on the afternoon of that day and selected 
the President pro tempore of the Senate, Mr. George, as chairman, 
and former President pro tempore of the Senate, Mr. Bridges, as 
secretary. The committee reconvened on the morning of February 
8, 1956, selected Charles W. Steadman as its chief counsel, organized 
its staff, and began preparation for hearings which commenced on the 
morning of February 10, 1956. These hearings were continued on 
February 20, February 28 and 29, and March 2, and were concluded 
on March 5, 1956. <A total of 22 witnesses appeared and testified 
under examination by the committee, This testimony covers 849 
pages in the report of proceedings (transcript). 

The committee brought before it, by means of subpena and other- 
wise, all of the persons that it believed might have pertinent testi- 
mony on the subject of this investigation. 

The Select Committee was limited in its scope and confined in its 
authority by the express direction of the Senate, to immediately in- 
quire into the limited area surrounding the circumstances of the com- 
plaint made by Senator Francis Case on the floor of the Senate on 
February 3, 1956. It was from this that Senate Resolution 205 
stemmed and became the basis for this inquiry. 

In his speech, Senator Case announced his decision to vote against 
the natural gas bill. He assigned as a reason what seems to bea c 'har ge 
that there had been an attempt to influence his vote improperly on 


1 As subsequently amended to extend the life of the committee until March 31, 1956, and increase the 
amount of the funds to $20,000, 
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the natural gas bill through an attempted contribution of $2,500 to his 
campaign fund. He did not make this charge specifically. He did 
specifically disclaim that there had been an effort to bribe him. The 
Select Committee thus had some difficulty in discerning the exact 
nature of the complaint. This problem was somewhat aggravated 
by reason of the fact that, as the inquiry disclosed, the information 
known to Senator Case on February 3, 1956, would have made it 
difficult for him to have known whether there was an attempt, im- 
proper or otherwise, to influence his vote. This factor prevented 
Senator Case from being more definite. Because of this uncertainty 
the committee was required to make a penetrating examination of the 
complaint’s character and content in a move to ascertain the exact 
circumstances into which it was to make inquiry. The committee 
does not intend to cast any reflection upon Senator Case. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS AND COMMENT 


Mr. Howard B. Keck, who is president of Superior Oil Company 
of California, in 1947 or 1948 established, without any ‘clear-cut 
arrangement,” a personal campaign contribution fund from which 
he gave money to Elmer Patman at “various times, both in cash and 
by check, and so it would be available for various purposes.” The 
distribution of this fund was left to Patman’s “judgment” because, 
as Mr. Keck stated, “I am quite busy and there has to be someone 
who expedites-those matters." Over the years, this fund averaged 
five or six thousand dollars a year. In 1954, however, Patman 
received $9,000, $8,000 of which was paid by a single check dated 
March 2, 1954. In 1955, Patman received either $8,500 or $9,500 
from Mr. Keck. Keck was unable to establish the exact amount. It 
was testified that this discrepancy was caused by the fact that neither 
Patman nor Keck maintained any records, and Patman, under 
the arrangement, accounted to Keck orally when he happened to see 
him. According to Keck, the contribution to Senator Francis Case 
was not at his instruction, and, as Patman said, “I didn’t tell him 
[Keck] until after the speech, and then I called him and told him that 
it was his money.” 

Elmer Patman ‘“‘expedites” Mr. Keck’s personal campaign funds, 
and is an attorney who has served as a full-time employee of the 
Superior Oil Company of California since approximately 1943. Pre- 
viously, he had been chief enforcement officer, oil and gas division, 
Texas Railroad Commission. Patman, who testified that he performs 
legal duties for the company, has authority to employ the services of 
lawyers in other States. His arrangement with Howard Keck has 
been a personal one which he carried out while performing his com- 
pany duties. It began when “A number of years ago, Mr. Keck be- 
van to trust me with matters over and beyond my official duties.” 
The Superior Oil Company of California paid his entire salary and 
expenses, and bargained for all of his time. 

Some 25 years ago Elmer Patman, while working and attending law 
school in Washington, D. C., met and became friendly with John Neff. 
Neff ultimately became a practicing attorney in Lexington, Nebr. 
During the intervening years, Patman maintained contact with Neff, 
and in 1947 emploved his friend on behalf of Superior Oil Company of 
California to assist in the preparation of a brief concerning the Anglo- 
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American Treaty. Again in early 1955 Patman, on behalf of the 
company, employed Neff to work as a lobbyist on conservation mat- 
ters then before the Nebraska State Legislature. This employment 
of Neff by Patman was brought to Mr. Keck’s attention. 

In October 1955, John Neff was retained by Superior Oil Company 
of California, through Elmer Patman, at $1,000 a month. The 
ostensible purpose of this employment was that Neff would be avail- 
able to handle legal problems of the company in the State of Nebraska. 
Both Neff and Patman confirmed in testimony that the only work 
performed by Neff in connection with this employment was that of 
determining the attitude of Senators with regard to the Harris- 
Fulbright bill, and the distribution of personal campaign funds of 
Mr. Keck. Concerning Neff’s retainer, Keck “knew sometime after 
he was put on retainer in October that he was reemployed." He said 
that he approved of what Mr. Neff had done in attempting to make 
the contribution to Senator Case. Mr. Keck testified, however, that 
no contribution that he had ever made had been “tied into any 
legislation." On October 1, 1955, Patman telephoned John Neff, and 
offered him employment as an attorney for the Superior Oil C ompany 
of California. It was indicated that this employment would be on a 
monthly retainer basis and would last for several years. Patman, in 
this conversation, suggested that Neff determine the “attitude of the 
Nebraska Senators with respect to the Harris-Fulbright bill" In 
this or a subsequent conversation on October 8, 1955, Patman also 
indicated that $5,000 would be available as a contribution to the 
Republican Party of Nebraska. 

It is of the utmost significance that all of the activity that came to 
light here and everything that was done in this case was with respect 
to a bill pending before the Senate—S. 1853, known as the natural gas 
or Harris-Fulbright bill. 

'The $7,500 which Howard Keck handed to Elmer Patman became 
involved with the Harris-F ulbright bill. This money was a generator 
of the activity in this case—$5,000 of it was actually used for cam- 
paign contributions that had a relationship to the Harris-Fulbright 
bill. This money was given by Mr. Keck to Mr. Patman pursuant 
to the *loose arrangement" between them. 

Based upon Mr. Keck's own testimony, his personal funds that were 
distributed through the arrangement with Mr. Patman averaged 
$5,000 to $6,000 vearly. It is therefore apparent that a sum ap- 
proaching $50,000 has been distributed in politieal contributions by 
Elmer Patman. The very fact that insofar as the record reveals, this 
political fund was established with Mr. Keck’s money rather than 
corporation funds lends emphasis to his awareness that these moneys 
were intended to be used for political purposes. There can be no 
reasonable criticism of Mr. Keck’s desire to have elected to public 
office candidates who share his beliefs. This is a basic element that 
every person considers in making campaign contributions, and indeed 
in voting for a candidate. His contributing to the campaign of those 
candidates is a thing that he is fully entitled to do. 

There appears to have been here, however, a remarkable laxity 
in the supervision and direction of the activities of Mr. Patman and 
Mr. Neff through whom the Keck fund was flowing. Patman was 
given almost appalling latitude by Mr. Keck, who contented himself 
with merely handing the money over to Mr. Patman, apparently 
with a hope that it w vould reach and serve de serving Causes, j 
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The Select Committee does not subscribe to the point of view that 
the distribution of this fund through others should insulate Mr. Keck 
from the consequences of the chain of events which were initiated by 
the use of his money. This does not relieve him of a responsibility 
to take such steps as will reasonably assure the propriety of its use 
rather than permitting his resources to drift with uncertainty. 

The actual designation of the purpose for which the money was to 
be used was delegated to Patman, whose activities seem to have been 
uncontrolled. Mr. Patman’s intended objectives were beclouded by 
an evasive line of testimony, but his intended accomplishments were 
not beyond discernment. 

Mr. Patman was interested in the enactment of the Harris-Fulbright 
bill. He hired Mr. Neff. Both he and Mr. Neff testified that Mr. 
Neff was not hired as a lobbyist. Both testified that Mr. Neff was 
hired on a long-term basis to perform general legal services for the 
Superior Oil Company of California and work on conservation matters 
in Nebraska. But both testified further that their conversations in 
October 1955, at which time Mr. Neff was retained, embraced three 
principal matters: (1) Terms of employment, (2) attitude of the Ne- 
braska Senators with regard to the Harris-Fulbright bill, and (3) avail- 
ability of the $5,000 contribution to the Nebraska State Re publican 
Committee. According to the testimony of both Mr. Patman and 
Mr. Neff, Mr. Neff's activity with respect to the Harris-Fulbright bill 
was to be confined to determining the attitude of the Nebraska Sen- 
ators on this bill. He did this on October 11 and 12, 1955, and re- 
ported to Mr. Patman, giving him this information sometime after 
October 12 and before October 28, 1955. His mission with respect to 
the Harris-Fulbright bill would then seem to have been accomplished. 
Yet his activity was only beginning. He conferred with Mr. Patman 
in Washington on October 28, 1955. He was given $2,500 by Mr. 
Patman for the Nebraska State Republican Finance Committee. He 
gave this to Mr. Joseph Wishart, chairman of that committee, in 
Washington on that same day. 

He went to Sioux Falls, S. Dak., on November 1, 1955, and spent 
part of November 2 in Sioux Falls trying to learn Senator Case's 
attitude on the natural gas bill. On the same day, after he left Sioux 
Falls, he stopped in Storm Lake, Iowa, to find out Senator Hicken- 
looper's attitude on the natural gas bill. He made a subsequent trip, 
or perhaps two trips, to Des Moines, Iowa, for the same purpose. 
There he talked with Mr. Robert K. Goodwin, Republican National 
Committeeman for the State of Iowa. Mr. Goodwin made inquiry 
about Neff and refused to become involved with him. He telephoned 
Wyoming to determine the attitude of Senators O'Mahonev and 
Barrett on the natural gas bill. He went to Billings, Mont., to solicit 
information concerning the position of Senators Mansfield and Murray 
respecting this bill. 

After a trip to Washington about the 12th of January 1956, where 
he received $2,500 for Senator Case from Mr. Patman and $2,500 
from Mr. Patman for another contribution to the Nebraska committee, 
he made a second trip to Sioux Falls. On this occasion he left $2,500 
with Mr. Ernest Kahler in an attempt to contribute it to Senator 
Case’s campaign fund. 

From the time of Mr. Neff’s employment by the Superior Oi] Com- 
pany of California on October 1, 1955, to February 1, 1956, Mr. 
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Neff's own testimonv was that he had performed no services for the 
Superior Oil Co. except in connection with the Harris-Fulbright bill. 
During this period, on his statements for fees he included the expenses 
which he incurred on these miscellaneous junkets and for the activity 
in which he engaged respecting the Harris-Fulbright bill. These 
statements were sent to the Superior Oil Co. through Mr. Patman. 
Mr. Patman testified that he readily approved them without any 
inquiry as to their nature or the nature of the services in which these 
expenses were incurred. But across the face of three of the bills 
submitted by Mr. Neff, Mr. Patman wrote the words, “Natural Gas 
Bill" or *Natural Gas Act." 

These facts which bear upon the scope of Mr. Neff’s employment 
are of vast interest here for they bear directly upon what was hoped 
to be accomplished by his activity, and the activity itself is a bold 
witness to these intentions. 

The following evidence spoke eloquently: 

(1) The extensive activity of Mr. Neff in five separate States, and 
his expressed interest, to a greater or lesser extent, in the attitude of 
the Senators of those States in oil and gas legislation; 

(2) From October 1, 1955, to February 1, 1956, Mr. Neff performed 
work solely in connection with the Harris-Fulbright bill under his 
retainer from the Superior Oil Company of California; 

(3) "The contribution of $2,500 in cash in each of two States; 

(4) The typewritten list of the entire Senate membership divided 
into groups of “FOR,” “DOUBTFUL,” and “AGAINST,” with 
certain members singled out by unexplained signs or marks which 
Mr. Neff inadvertently left on Robert K. Goodwin’s desk, and 

(5) The initialed approval of Mr. Neff’s expense accounts by Mr. 
Patman and the Houston office general attorney of Superior Oil 
Company of California. 

In the light of this evidence the Select Committee finds it difficult 
to believe that Mr. Neff was on a frolic of his own and that he acted 
only upon his own initiative outside of Nebraska and his second trip 
to South Dakota. Mr. Patman testified that Mr. Neff had a lot of 
“initiative.” But it is hard to believe that Mr. Neff was entirely 
self-propelled. It may be that some of the things that he did were 
done without express consent from his employer, but it is certainly 
difficult to conceive that there was not an implied authority or an 
implied consent given to him for the conduct of his activities as 
disclosed by the record. The activity of Neff and Patman in dis- 
pensing Keck’s money can only be characterized as galloping 
irresponsibility. 

Whatever the long-term purpose of Mr. Neff’s employment might 
have been, it is indelibly clear that the immediate objective was 
concentrated activity on the natural gas bill and such activity was 
ratified and condoned by Mr. Patman, whether or not all of it was 
directly ordered by him. In utter disregard of his legal knowledge 
and training, Mr. Neff acted with consummate indiscretion in making 
his promiscuous contacts, 
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Issues PRESENTED 


On the state of the record what are the issues presented? 

1. Did the activities here constitute & bribe or an attempt to bribe 
or otherwise to influence illegally the vote of Senator Case on the 
natural gas bill? 

2. Was there an improper attempt to influence the vote of Senator 
Case on the natural gas bill? 

3. Did the activities of Mr. Neff and Mr. Patman constitute 
lobbying? 

4. Was the $2,500 contribution which was made to Senator Case's 
campaign fund a political contribution by the Superior Oil Company 
of California? 

5. Did the payment of salary and expenses, and of fees and expenses 
of Messrs. Patman and Neff by Superior Oil Company of California 
constitute a political contribution by that corporation? 


FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
A 


The Select Committee finds and concludes that there was neither 
a bribe nor an attempt to bribe. 

The evidence is clear that the contribution which Mr. Neff at- 
tempted to make to Senator Case’s campaign fund was not condi- 
tioned upon the Senator’s agreeing to vote for the natural gas bill or 
to take any other specific action. Senator Case himself, while being 
unclear on the one hand as to the exact nature of the thing of which 
he was complaining, did define it at least negatively to state that he 
did not consider this attempted campaign contribution to be an offer 
of a bribe. The record is replete with testimony, moreover, that the 
contribution was given without the attachment of “strings.” And 
there was some testimony to the effect that it did not make any differ- 
ence how Senator Case voted on the natural gas bill. Self-serving 
declarations, of course, do not make something other than that which 
it is. But the committee has not ignored this testimony. It is 
worth observing that the conduits of contribution, Messrs. Patman 
and Neff, had satisfied themselves that Senator Case would vote for 
the bill before the contribution was made. In this sense, it is possible 
to conclude that the contribution was in the nature of a reward to 
Senator Case for his supposed intent to vote in favor of the legislation. 
Or perhaps a kind of insurance to the donor that Senator Case would 
continue to think and act favorably, the contribution being the pre- 
mium on the policy. 

While Mr. Neff appears not to have violated the statute governing 
this matter ? in his attempt to contribute to Senator Case's campaign, 
his conversation with Mr. Wendell Edson deserves comment. He 
may have come closer to a violation of the statute when he indicated 
to Mr. Edson that he would contribute to Senator Hickenlooper's 

162 Stat. 692 (1948) provides: '*Offer to Member of Congress. Whoever promises, offers, or gives any 
money or thing of value, or makes or tenders any check, order, contract, undertaking, obligation, gratuity, 
or security for the payment of money or for the delivery or conveyance of anything of value, to any Member 
of either House of Congress, or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, either before or after he 
has qualified, or to any person with his consent, connivance, or concurrence, with intent to influence his 
&ction, vote, or decision on any question, matter, cause, or proceeding which may at any time be pending 
in either House of d before any committee thereof, or which by law may be brought before him 


in his capacity as such Mefhber, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner, shall be fined not more than three 
times the amount of such money or value of such thing or imprisoned not more than three years, or both." 
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— if the Senator favored the natural gas bill. As Mr. Neff 
testified, “twenty-five hundred just seems to stick out everywhere.” 
Mr. Edson was not closely or officially connected with Senator 
Hickenlooper, however, and perhaps was too remote for such an 
offer to constitute an infraction of the law. The committee also 
regards a certain amount of Mr. Neff’s conversation here as just talk. 
ile Mr. Neff succeeded in not violating any law here, he appears to 
have had every intention to do so. 


B 


The next issue confronting the Select Committee was whether there 
had been an improper attempt to influence the vote of Senator Case 
on the natural gas bill. To state it differently, this contribution was 
something other than a bribe or an attempted bribe; its exact character, 
however, and its significance presents a most complicated problem. 
In essence this can be reduced to the question of whether this was a 
bona fide campaign contribution as distinguished from a gift to a Mem- 
ber of the Senate in connection with pending legislation, the relation- 
ship of the gift to the campaign being only incidental. 

Mr. Neff testified that when he saw Mr. Kahler on November 2, 
campaign contributions for Senator Case were discussed at least to 
the extent that Mr. Kahler expressed the view that Senator Case 
might need “funds, or campaign funds, or help." Mr. Kahler has 
denied that the subject of campaign funds was discussed at the 
time of Mr. Neff’s first meeting with him on November 2, 1955. 
However, Mr. Kahler appears to have left the impression with Mr. 
Neff that he had a close relationship with Senator Case, and it would 
have been reasonable for Mr. Neff to have concluded that Mr. Kahler 
was a proper person to whom a contribution for Senator Case might 
be made. 

This will point out the need to have every candidate for Federal 
office designate a person or persons as fiscal agent or agents who shall 
be officially authorized to solicit and accept campaign contributions. 
Such information should be made a matter of public record by being 
published in a newspaper of general circulation in the community 
where such agent or agents lives. 

But was this a bona fide campaign contribution? 

It was made from a fund with respect to which there was testimony 
that it had as one of its purposes the election of people to public office 
a sympathetic to the views of the founder of the fund, Mr. 

eck. 

Senator Case had established a committee for soliciting or receiving 
contributions, although Mr. Kahler was not a part of that committee, 
and had a campaign for reelection approaching, so this is not in the 
nature of a contribution for a remote campaign. 

As it has been stated before, there is uncontroverted testimony 
that there were “no strings attached.” ‘There was also testimony 
that Mr. Neff had inquired of Mr. Patman whether the contribution 
should be made before or after the vote on the natural gas bill. 
Mr. Patman testified that this matter should be left to Mr. Neff's 
judgment. 

On the other hand, the fact is inescapable that Mr. Neff's mission 
in going to South Dakota in November 1955, and to Senator Case's 
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office in Washington, D. C., in Januarv 1956, was for the purpose of 
ascertaining Senator Case’s position on the natural gas bill. Also, 
Mr. Patman gave Mr. Neff the $2,500 for Senator Case after Mr. Neff 
had informed him that Senator Case was favorably inclined toward 
the bill. Within a few days after this, and before the vote on the bill, 
Mr. Neff exercised his “judgment” and made the contribution. 

The list of the Members of the Senate which Mr. Neff had and which 
he inadvertently left on the desk of Mr. Robert Goodwin in Des 
Moines in early November, set forth Senator Case’s name in the col- 
umn of those Senators whose position on the bill was “DOUBTFUL.” 

These factors make it difficult to believe that this contribution 
had much more than an incidental connection with Senator Case’s 
campaign. Contributions are entirely within the bounds of propriety 
when the purpose for which they are given is the election of the 
Member and not for the purpose of influencing his vote. 

The circumstances here partake of a meaning making almost inex- 
orable the conclusion that the paramount motivation for this con- 
tribution was interest in the natural gas bill as contrasted with aiding 
Senator Case’s campaign. It thus follows that the offer of the con- 
tribution was for the purpose of influencing the Senator’s vote. 


C 


One of the issues presented in this inquiry is whether or not the 
enumerated activities of Superior Oil Company of California employees 
brought them within the purview of the Federal Lobbying Act.’ 

If representative government is to continue as the great forum of 
public expression, individuals and organized groups must be able to 
petition or otherwise manifest their views to their elected representa- 
tives. This is a right conferred by the Constitution. The very 
expression of such opinion is a vital and necessary service to Congress 
inasmuch as the presentation of a comprehensive study of particular 
legislation, to be successful, must be extensive and informative. 
Legislators are thereby provided with valuable knowledge which might 
not otherwise be available. Important legislation involves the con- 
sideration of a multitude of complex problems which can be solved 
only through careful analysis and on the basis of extensive practical 
experience. An individual or group seeking to guide legislation places 
before Members of Congress the collective ideas, opinions, and con- 
clusions of those represented. Legislators may then evaluate the 
issues in light of the advice and material brought to their attention by 
people representing all sides of a controversial subject. It is also by 
virtue of this presentation of research and experience by groups on 
opposite sides of proposed legislation that the problem may be brought 
into proper focus and perspective. This is analogous to our adversary 
system of dispensing justice wherein evidence and arguments are 
presented by opposing litigants, then weighed and evaluated by a 
tribunal in the interest of right and justice. 

1 Title ITI, 60 Stat. 841 (August 2, 1946), the Federal Lobbying Act, sec. 307, “Persons To Whom Appli- 
cable,” provides: “The provisions of this chapter shall apply to any person (except a political committee 
as defined in ch. 8 of this title, and duly organized State or local committees of a political party), who by 
himself, or through any agent or employee or other persons in any manner whatsoever, directly or indirectly, 
solicits, collects, or receives money or any other thing of value to be used principally to aid, or the principal 
purpose of which person is to aid, in the accomplishment of any of the following purposes: (a) The passage 


or defeat of any legislation by the Congress of the United States; (b) To influence, directly or indirectly, 
the passage or defeat of any: legislation by the Congress of the United States." 
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Attempts to guide and influence the course of legislation by indi- 
viduals or groups has been defined as lobbying which, as pointed out 
above, is, in its proper use, a necessary and beneficial adjunct to the 
orderly processes of government. The danger to rational and en- 
lightened legislative decision is not in being subjected to the arguments 
of individuals or groups seeking to express their views on particular 
legislation, but is in the difficulty of evaluating the information fur- 
nished when there is concealed from the Member of Congress the 
identity, purposes, and financial participation of those seeking to in- 
fluence legislation. Another danger is that of combining political 
contributions and lobbying. Like oil and water—they do not mix. 

It is the conclusion of the Select Committee that Mr. Neff was 
engaged in lobbying. In an inept fashion, Neff intended to and in some 
instances did make contact with Senators. It is significant that he 
sought to determine their attitude with regard to the natural gas bill. 
It would be nonsensical to assume that he would have gone to the 
extensive trouble which he did in acquiring this information unless he 
further intended to use the information in a manner calculated to 
bring those opposed or indecisive to a point of view favorable to the 
bill. There is certainly no prohibition upon gathering information 
with respect to the potential position of a Member of Congress on 
any given legislation. 

Whether the circumstances of this case required the registration of 
any persons involved in this inquiry is another question, but is not 
one necessary for this Committee to decide. The incident examined 
by the Select Committee does emphasize the need, however, for a 
substantial clarification of the definition of those acts that constitute 
lobbying, the areas within which lobbying shall be permitted or 
proscribed, the ethical standards of conduct which will distinguish 
between proper and improper contact with Congress respecting leg- 
islation, the requirements for full and complete disclosure of those 
seeking to influence legislation, and the nature and identity of their 
participation both financially and otherwise. It is the Committee’s 
considered opinion that the language of the present Lobbying Act is 
too vague and loosely defined. Had the act been clear, the course of 
events examined here might never have happened. 


D 


Was the $2,500 contribution to Senator Case’s campaign fund 
made by the Superior Oil Company of California? 

The testimony is that this money and in fact all of the $7,500 which 
Mr. Patman gave to Mr. Neff in this situation, was the personal 
money of Mr. Keck and was not that of Superior Oil. The Com- 
mittee, however, had no opportunity to audit the record of Superior 
Oil and is entirely dependent upon the statements made in the record 


concerning this point. - 


The circumstances here have raised the question of whether there 
was a political contribution bv a corporation, in a sense different from 
that discussed above. The Select Committee has considered this. 
The Superior Oil Company of California paid all of the salary and 
expenses of Mr. Patman and bargained for all of his time. This 
same corporation paid Mr. Neff’s fees and expenses. To the extent 
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that Mr. Patman and Mr. Neff devoted their time to the dispensing 

of Mr. Keck's funds for political campaigns, was the Superior Oil 

Company of California making a political contribution? The Select 

Committee does not believe that this constituted a political contribu- 

tion and was not proscribed by the law governing elections and 
olitical activities * nor was in any other sense illegal. This view has 
een followed by the courts in a related case.* 


Disposition oF $2,500 CoNTRIBUTION 


During the course of the hearings the Select Committee received 
in evidence the $2,500 which Mr. Neff had attempted to contribute 
to the campaign fund of Senator Case. The Senator did not commingle 
this money with other campaign funds and ultimately on February 1, 
1956, divested himself of any semblance of title through rejection of 
this intended gift. 

Whether Senator Case ever had title or color of title to this money 
or whether it was an incomplete gift is not necessary to decide. 
The law abhors a vacuum in title, in the posture of this case as we 
find it, when the gift was finally rejected by Senator Case complete 
ownership of the money became that of Mr. Keck. 

* * * 


In the record there are some variances in statements by witnesses. 
In addition, there are several specific instances of conflict in and 
contradictions of sworn testimony. The committee has judged the 
credibility of each witness on the basis of the record. The matter of 

erjury is not within the province of this committee to determine. 
Nor has it been the purpose of the Select Committee to draw final 
conclusions regarding any other possible violations of Federal statutes. 
Such considerations are left to the Department of Justice. 


SUMMATION 


The Select Committee, after examining the witnesses and evidence 
under the revealing light of public scrutiny, has concluded that the 
objective of the individuals who initiated and carried out this chain 
of events was to influence by political contribution the vote of a 
Member of the United States Senate. The Select Committee con- 
demns such activity. 

Lobbying is proper; contributions are proper—but they must not 
be combined for an ulterior purpose. 

This is a case of irresponsibility run riot. Mr. Howard B. Keck 
delegated his judgment and responsibility with respect to the use of 
his private funds to an employee, Elmer Patman. Patman, in turn, 
delegated his judgment and responsibility to John Neff, a friend and 
Nebraska attorney. Mr. Neff, in a space of 4 months, covered 5 
States and sought out the attitude of 10 United States Senators 
concerning a single piece of legislation. A sum totaling $10,000 was 
at least considered and spoken of by Mr. Neff as contributions, and 
$5,000 of this was actually contributed. He exercised incredibly poor 
judgment. Mr. Patman was responsible for the direction of Mr. Neff’s 


162 Stat. 723 (1948), amended, 63 Stat. 9C (1949). 


* Bee United States v. Construction end General Laborers’ Local Union No. 264, 101 Fed. Supp. 
D. C. W. D. Mo. (1951), « À — 
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activities and directed this activitv either expressiv or impliediv. 
Both Mr. Patman and Mr. Neff are severelv censured for their failure 


to act as responsible citizens in these circumstances, 
* * * 


Mr. Donald Ross, United States Attorney for Nebraska, arranged 
an appointment for Mr. Neff with Senators Curtis and Hruska of 
Nebraska. In appreciation of past favors Mr. Neff opened savings 
accounts for each of Ross' five children and sent the pass books for 
these accounts to Mr. Ross. He refused to accept them and returned 
the books within 15 minutes after receiving them. This committee 
believes that Mr. Ross' conduct in this matter is not reproachable 
vd that he was merely a victim of an environment created by Mr. 
Neff. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Select Committee makes these recommendations: 


1. That the Justice Department examine the transcript of these 
hearings in order to determine whether or not any Federal statutes 
have been violated, and whether or not there has been any perjury 
by witnesses in connection with these hearings, and take such action 
as is appropriate. 

2. That the Congress make a thorough and complete study of the 
Federal Lobbying Act. 

The language of the present act is drawn so loosely as to make it 
difficult for even the best intentioned citizen to determine permissible 
and proscribed areas of activity, as well as whether he is required to 
register under the act. 

3. That the Congress make a study and reevaluation of the Federa! 
Corrupt Practices Act. 

4. That the Congress consider the advisability of amending the 
election laws to require: 

(a) That every candidate for Federal office designate a person or 
persons as fiscal agent or agents who shall be officially authorized to 
solicit and accept campaign contributions; that such information be 
made a matter of public record by being published in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the community whine such agent or agents live, 
and that evidence of such publication be filed with the Secretary of 
the Senate. 

(6) That every person, political committee, group, or other organi- 
zation making any campaign contribution or contributions, the total 
sum of which is in excess of $5,000 during any 1 calendar year for the 
furtherance of the campaign or campaigns of any and all candidates 
for Federal office, shall file with the Secretary of the Senate a detailed 
account thereof including the name and address of the person or 
persons making such contributions, the date or dates made, the 
amount of such contribution or contributions, and the names and 
addresses of the candidates to whom said contribution or contribu- 
tions were made. This information shall be filed not later than 30 
days prior to the election. This report should include all contribu- 
tions received prior to that date. Thirty days after the election a 
second report should be filed including therein all contributions re- 
ceived subsequent to the date of the first report. 


O 








